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from warehouse, for consumption, en or
after the date of publication of this :
netice in the Federal Register. The U.S. -
Custonrs Service shall require a cash
deposit or the posting of # bend equal to
the estimated weighted-average amount’
by which the foreign market value of the
merchandise subject to this :
investigation exceeds the United States
price as shown in the table below. This

suspension of liquidation will remain in
effect antil further notice.
Maradacturer/producer/exportst m
percent-
we
Flabeg GmbH i 2%
Verenigte Glaswerks GrbH (Vegia) —........... S 18.19
Al Others 451 -
l'l‘C Notification

- In accordance w:th section 735(d) of
the Act, we will notify the I'TC of oar -
determination. In addition, we are -
making available to the ITC all
nonprivileged and nonproprietary
information relating to this - .
investigation. We will allow the ITC . . -
access to all privileged and business-
proprietary information in our files, -
provided the ITC confirms that it will -
not disclese such information, either

.publicly or under an administrative . - -
_protective order, without the written . . -

consent of the Deputy Assistant.

" .Secretary for import Administration.
The ITC will make its determination
whether these imports materially injure,
or threaten material injury to, a U.S.

industry within 45 days of publication of -

this notice. If the ITC determines that
material injury or threat of mtena!

injury does not exist, the will
be terminated and all securities posted
as a result of the suspengionof
liquidation will be refinded or

* However, if the ITC determines that
suchlmuqdoeoexxsk.w’emumean
antidumping duty order directing .

“Customs officers to assess an
. antidumping duty on mirrors in stock
. sheet and lebr end sizes from the FRG'
entered, or withdrawn from warehouse,
" for consumption after the suspension of
- liquidation, equal to the amount by
_ which the foreign market value exceeds
" the United States price. -
This determination is being published

pursuant to section 735(d) of the Act{19 -

U.S.C. 1673d(d)).

Paul Freedenberg,

Assistant Secretary for dec Admmuauuon.
November 24. 19688,

{FR Doc. 86-27085 Filed 12-1-86; 8:45 am]
SILLING m BT-03-4

[A-475-802)

'Antldumphg;mhsmeksmt
. and Lehr End Skzes From Maly; Final .

Detarmination of Sales st uu M
Falr Valuo

AGENCY: [nternahonal Trade

Administration. Import Adinistration. .

Commerce.
ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: We have determined that
mirrors in stock sheet and lehr end sizes

. from Italy are being, or.are likely to be,

sold in the United States at less than fair
value, and have notified the U.S.
International Trade Commission (ITC)
of our determination. We have also
directed the U.S. Customs Service to
continue to suspend liquidation of all
entries of mirrors in stock sheet and lehr
end sizes from Italy that are entered. or-
withdrawn from warehouse, for

. consumption on or after the date of
_ publication of this notice, and to require

a cash deposit or bond for each entry in
an amount equal to the estimated
dumping margin as described in the
“Continuation of Suspension of

_ Liquidation™ section of this notice.. . _-»

EFFECTIVE DATE: December 2, 1986
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

"William Kane or Charles Wilson, Office

of Investigations, Import Administration,

.International Trade Administration, US.-

Department of Commerce, 14th Street
and Constitution Avenue NW.,

: - Washington, DC 20230, telephone {202}

377-1766, or 377-5288.
SUPH.E!AENTAI. INFORMATION:

Final Dotennmahon

We have determined that mirrors in
stock sheet and lehr end sizes from Italy

.are being, or are likely to be, sold in the

United States at less than fair value as
provided in section 735 of the Tariff Act
of 1930, #s amended (19 U.S.C. 1673d)
(the Act). The weighted-average margin

- applicable to all exporters is 118. 20 .

percent. e

" CaseHistory” =~

On Apn] 1, 19& we reoeived a
petition m proper form filed by the -

-National Association of Mirror -

Manufacturers in compliance with the
filing requirements of § 353.36 of the
Commerce Regulations (19 CFR 353.38).
The petition alleged that imports of the
subject merchandise from Italyare .-
being, or are likely to be, sold in the -
United States at less than fair value .
within the meening of section 731 of the.
Act. and that these imports are causing
material injury, or threaten material .
injury. to a United States industry.

After reviewing the petition, we -
determined that it contained sufficient -
grounds upon which to initiate an .
antidumping duty investigation. We

- initiated the investigatien on Agril 21,

1986 (51 FR 15936. April 29, 1986). and.
notified the ITC of our action. )

Ov May 13, 1985, the ITC found tbat
there is a reasonable indication that
imports of mirrors in stock sheet and

- lehr end sizes from Italy are materially

injuring a U.S. industry (U.S. ITC Pub.
No. 1850, May 1988).

On June 4, 1968, we delivered a
questionnaire to Societa Italiano Vetro, -
SpA. (S.LV.). Rome, Italy, believed to be
the exporter of over eighty percent of
the subject merchandise to the United
States, requesting a response within

~ thirty days. No response to our

questionnaire was received. On July 14,
1988, we again requested the company
to respond, allowing until September 8.
19886, for a complete and aocurate
response. On August 28, 1986, a telex -
was received from S.1.V. providing only
information regarding the total volume
and value of their exports during the ,
period of investigation.

On Séptember 8, 1888, we issued an
affirmative prelimipary determination
{51 FR 32508, September 12, 1988). .

On September 25 “and 30, 1986, counsel
for S.1.V. requested a postponement of .
our final determination to permit the
company to respond to our"

questionnaire. On October 7, 1988, we -
-denied this request. Since no party o

the proceeding requested a public
hearing, no sach hearing was held.

i Scopoonnvuagntion

The products covered. hy this

. " investigation are unfinished glass
. mirrors, made of any of the glass
_ described in TSUS item numbers 544.11

through 544.41 of the Tariff Schedules of
the Uaited States Annegtated (TSUSA),
15 square feet or more in reflecting area,
which have not been subjected to any
finishing operation such ag beveling.

. -etching, edging, ar ftaming, classifiable .

in the TSUSA under item oumber

- 544.5400. .

The penod 6!’ mveshgatmn is October
1, 1985 through Mazch 31, 1988. -

' Fair Value Comparison

To determine whether sales of the
subject merchandise in the United
States were made at less than fair value,
we compared the United States price
with the foreign market value. Because a
complete questionnaire response was
not received, as discussed above, both. - .
United States price and foreign market
valve were determined as discussed
below on the basis of the best-.. . ..
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. information otherwise available
~ pursuant to section 776(b) of the Act.

United States Price

We based United States price on a
sampling of import statistics as the best
information otherwise available. These
statistics were refined to approximate
i the unit value of the portion of the
reporting category that best reflects the
merchandise undef investigation. We

use import data during a period lagged -

two months from the period of
investigation to approximate sales .
‘during that period based on knowledge
of the industry, transit time, and delays
in statistical reporting.

Foreign Market Value

We based forelgn market value on’
prices reported in the petition which

were updated to reflect changes in the
¢ currency cenversion rate. Pursuant to -
§ 353.36 of the Commerce Regulations,
we made cufrency conversions at the -
rates certified by the Federal Reserve
Bank.

Venﬁcahon

Because a complete questwnnalre
response was not received, as discussed
above, none of the data submitted by -
the respondent was verified.’

Petitioner’s Commerit. Petitionér
argues that, because no new information
has been received by the agency stnce
the time of the preliminary -
determination, which could constitute -
the best information otherwise .
available, the agency should again use
petitioner's data and publicly available
import statistics for purposes of the final
determination.

DOC Response. We agree
Respondent did not submit a complete
response in a timely manner, despite our
granting a substantial period of time for

- its submission.

Respondent’s Comment. Respondent
argues that its failure to respond to our
questionnaire was due to the company’s
size and resultant delay of the .
questionnaire reaching the responsible
official. They requested we postpone our
final determination to permit them to file
8 response. .

" DOC Response. The record shows
that the company was aware of this
proceeding from the outset by inquiries
from the Department through the
American Embassy, Rome, and our
direct communications by telephone,
telex and letters to company officials.
Despite those requests the company
failed to provide a complete response in

. the extended 9 weeks period allowed.

~ Accordingly, we denied their request for
., postponement '\ ,

Continuation of Suspension of -
Liquidation

In accordance with section 733(d) of
the Act, we are directing the United
States Customs Service to continue to
suspend liquidation of all entries of
mirrors in stock sheet and lehr end sizes
from Italy that are entered, or
withdrawn from warehouse, for
consumption on or after the date of
publication of this notice in the Federal
Register. The United States Customs
Service shall require a cash deposit or
the posting of a bond equal to the .
estimated weighted-average amount by
which the foreign market value of the
merchandise subject to this
investigation exceeds the United States

‘price as shown in the table below. This

suspension of liquidation will remain in

effect until further notice. .
W:ﬂ-_
Manutacturer /producer / exporter m
- porcemt-
age
Societa Rakiano Vero, SpA. ..........ocerereemremennd . 11626
Al Other Producers/\ 116.28

ITC Nouﬁcation

In accordance with sectlon 735(d] of
the Act, we will notify the ITC of our

-determination. In addition, we are -

making available to the ITC all-

~ nonprivileged and nonproprietary

information relating to this - ‘
investigation. We will allow the ITC

- access to all privileged and proprietary

information in our files, provided the
ITC confirms that it will not disclose -
such information, either publicly or’
under an administrative protective

order, without the written consent of the - Import Ad fration, International.

. Trade Administration, U.S. Department

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration.

The ITC will make its determination
whether these imports are materially -
injuring, or are threatening material "
injury to, a U.S. industry within 45 days
of the publication of this notice. If the .
ITC determines that material injury or -
threat of material injury does not exist,
the proceeding will be terminated and -
all securities posted as a result of -
suspension of liquidation will be
refunded or cancelled.

However, if the ITC determmes that
such injury does exist, we will issue an

- antidumping duty order directing

Customs officers to assess an
antidumping duty on mirrors in stock
sheet and lehr end sizes from Italy
entered. or withdrawn from warehouse,

for consumption after the suspension of -

liquidation, equal to the amount by
which the foreign market value exoeeda‘
the United States price. : .

* This determination is being published
pursuant to section 735(d) of the Act (19
U.S.C. 1673d).

Psul Freedenberg,

Assistant Secretary for Trade Administration.
November 24, 1888.

{FR Doc. 86-27088 Piled 12-1-86; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3810-08-M

(A-588-603]1 .
Antidumping; Mirrors in Stock Sheet
and Lehr End Sizes From Japan; Final

Determination of Sales at Less Than
Fair Value

AGENCY: Intematlonal Trade
Administration, lmport Adnumstratxon.
Commerce. _

AcTioN: Notice.

-

SUMMARY: We have determined that
mirrors in stock sheet and lehr end sizes
from Japan are being, or are likely to be,
sold in the United States at less than fair
value, and have notified the U.S.
International Trade Commission (ITC)
of our determination. We have also
directed the U.8. Customs Service to
continue to suspend liquidation of all

-entries of mirrors in stock sheet and lehr
‘end sizes from Japan that are entered or-
‘withdrawn from warehouse, for

consumption, on or after the date of -
publication of this notice, and to require
a cash deposit or bond for-each entry in
an amount equal to the estimated - -
dumping margin as described in the
“Continuation of Suspension of :
Liquidation” section of this notice.
EFFECTIVE DATE: December 2, 19886.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: .
Mary S. Clapp. Office of Investigations, . -

of Commerce, 14th Street and
Constitution Avenue NW., Washington,

_.DC 20230, telephone (202) 377-1768. :

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION:

Final Detamlnntion

We have determined that mirrors in -

stock sheet and lehr end sizes from

Japan are being, or are likely to be, sold -
in the United States at less than fair
value as provided in section 735 of the
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (19

US.C. 1873d) (the Act). The weighted-
average margin applicable to all
exporters is 89.59 pement.

Case History |

On April 1, 1888; we received a
petition in proper form filed- by the

‘National Association of Mirror.

Manufacturers in compliance with tho
filing requirements of § 353.38 of the
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Commerce Regulabons (19.CFR 353.38).
The petition alleged that imports of the
subject merchandise from Japan are -

_being, or are likely to be, sold'in the
United States at less than fair value
within the meaning of section 731 of the
Act, and that these imports are causing
material injury, or threaten material
m;ury to a United States industry. -

~After reviewing the petition, we

determined that it contained sufficient
grounds upon which to initiate an
antidumping duty investigation. We
initiated the investigation on April 21,
1986 (51 FR 15936, Apnl 29, 1986), and
notified the ITC of our action. -

On May 13, 1986, the ITC found that '
there is a reasonable indication that .-
imports ofmmnhstocksheet and
lehr end sizes from Japan are matenn!l -
in]unng a U.S. industry (U.S. ITC Pub.

- No..1850, May 1986). . :
:On June 6, 1986, we presented

quesbonmmeo to Central Glass Co., Ltd.

aiid Nippon Sheet Glass Ca., Ltd.. since

we had information indicating that they

accounted for approximately 73 percent

of the exports to the United States

) Adunngthepenodofmveshgahon.A
‘two-week extension of response time

. was granted to both conipanies on july

~ 1, 1886. On July Z1. 1986, we received the
narrative and computer tape versions of
the responses from both companies.
Both of the questionmaire res

were insufficient. Respondents reported :

only a small portion of home market

sales. Thé responses to many questions

-on 'both United States price and home
- market sales iridicated that they were
“still under consideration.”
" Explanations for the calculation of many
expense categories were'not given. Also,

_ respondents did not submit proper non- -
" proprietary summaries on a timely basis. -

Deficiency letters were sent to both

respondents on August 11, 1986. Revised -

and complete responses were due
- Aogust 15, 1968. Answers 10 our
deficiency letters were not received
until September 3, 1988. These r
were still not complete. We allowed -
... until September 8, 1988, for submlsslons
" of data.
’ OnSeplember&lQm.wetssuedan
- -affirmative prelimindry determination
(51 FR 32507, September 12, 1888). Also
*. . .on September 8, 1888, we receiveda - °
- submission from Central Glass Co., Ltd.
containing some third cousitry sales data
along with a first-time request from
responidents’ counsel that we use third
country sales for purposes of forelgn
market value for both companies. Tlna
request was based on
aliegation that all sales in the hem
.. .market were to related parties.. and, .
o therefors. could not be. nedmdnbnh
.Yor determining fair ualn:

Addmonal data for Nippon Sheet
_ Glass Co., Ltd. was received on -
September 28, 1988, and for Central

Glass Co., Ltd. on October 3, 1988. In our-

letter of QOctober 14, 1986, we informed

respondents that due to the extensions B

of time granted t6 them prior to -
September & we would not consider in
our investigation any data submmad
" after thatdate. . -
Our preliminary determmauon
‘provided interested parties with an

‘opportunity to ssbmit views orally or in -

writing. Accordingly. we held a pubhc
heanng on October 16, 1988.

Scope of Investigation =

The products covered by this
-. investigation are unfinished glass -
mirrors, made of any of the glass
- described in TSUS item numbers 541.11
through 544.41, 15 square feet or more in
- reflecting area, which have not been
subjected to any finishing operation
such as beveling, etching. edging. or
framing, classifiable in the Tariff
‘Schedules of the United States .
Annotated- ITSUSA) underitem number
544.54(!). :

- The period of investigation is Octqber .

11,1985 through March 31, 1988.
Fair Va!ue Compatison

To determine whether sales of the
subject merchandise in the United

States were made dt less than fair value,

we compared the United States price
. with the foreign market value. Because
the questionnaire responses were
. insufficient, both United States price
and foreign market value were

_ determined, as discussed below, on the o
basis of the best information otherwise

available pursuant to section m(b) of
the Act. - :

United States Pnce

Weba.sedUnmdStaleapﬁeeona
. sampling of import statistics as the best

information otherwise available. These 5

statistics were refined to approximate
- the wnit-value of the portion of the

reporting category that best reflects tln '

- merchandise under investigation. We -

B ‘used impert data during a pericd lagged

- three months from the period of
investigation to approximate sales -

- during that peviod based on knowledge

. of the industry, transit time, and delay:

in stetxatml reportmg
Foreign ‘Market Value

We based Eoreign market value on

currency.conversioa rate. Pussuant to-

- § 353.56.of the Commuesce Regulations.- -
o mmade currencyeomecdomat&o

rates certified by the Federal Reserva
Bank.- -

Venﬁcabon.

Because the questionnaire responses
were insufficient, as discussed above,
none of the data submitted by
respondents was verified.

Petitionar's Commeonts

Petitioner’s Comment 1. Petitioner
argues that because no new information
has been received by the agency which
could constitute the best information
otherwise available since the time of the
preliminary determination, the agency
should again use petitioner’s data and
publicly available import statistics for -
purposes of the final determination.

poc¢ Response. We agree. .
Respondenls did not submit complete .
responsas in a timely manner, despite
our granting them a total of nine
additional weeks for submissions.

Petitioner's Comment 2. Petitioner -
argues that the respondents’ request that
third country sales be used for foreign
market value in our final determination
should be denied. Petitioner argues: (1)
The agency, nct the respondent, is the
one to decide which data will be ased to
determine foreign market value; (2) the
existence of related parties in the home -
market does not mandate the use of

~ thind country sales; and (3) respondents’

explanation of their system of

" distribution does not justify their refusal

to provide home market sales data.
DOC Response. We agree. See the

" résponse to Respondents’ Comment 1.

Petitioner's Comment 8. Petitioner

. argues that the agency should use the .
certified daily exchange rates lo convert
. yen figures into US. dollars, rather than

the special exchange rateg reqaested by
the respondents to account for
abnormalities in the exchange rates
during the period of investigation. - .-
. DOC Response. We agree. An
analysis of the ceriified exchange rates

. for the past year has shown'that the . -

valee of the yen appreciated steadﬂy

" with no evidence of temporary

fluctuations in the exchange rates which
would warrant use of the special rule
contained in § 353.56{(b) of the
Commerce regulations. in addition,
respondents have not demenstrateda -
revision of prices to the United States to

. offset the changes in exchange rates.
- Respondents’ Comments ' '
.pﬁmmﬂdhﬂmm%n ..
were xpdated to reflect changes in the - -
. - sales datamust be used as the basie to -
-cateulote
-. there are no inrelated party -

- Respondents’ Comment 1. -
Respondents argus that third cnuntry

bmmrbuwiuem -
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transactions upon which to base foreign

market velue.

DOC Response. We dnsa
Respondents’ allegation ﬂmt nll bom .
market sales were to related customers

was not adequately substantiated. If all -

sales were to related parties, the first
sales from related parties to unrelated
parties should have been reported. -
Respondents’ Camment 2.
Respondents argue that the calculahon

of United States price should be based -

on respondents’ United States sales
information submitted to the SN
Department since the United States
price information was complete and
presented in a timely manner.

DOC Response: We disagree. United
States sales information submitted by
the respondents was not complete.

Respondents failed to answer portions - -

of the questionnaire and to provide
sufficient explanations of certain
 allocations of costs.
Respondents’ Comment 3.
Respondents argue that, if the
Department relies on best information

otherwise available, United States price

cannot be based on the sampling of

import statistics used for the preliminary
determination. Respondents suggest that _

the Department use statistics covering
all imports under TSUS item numbers
544.11 through 544.41, rather than the

selected volumes entering under TSUSA

item number 544.5400, which we used
for our preliminary determination,

DOC Response. We disagree. We feel

that the import statistics used are
suitable for determmmg an accurate

United States price for the merchandise

imported during the period of

investigation. We used a sampling of the

largest volumes entering under TSUSA

item number 544.5400, a basket category

* including a/f mirrors over 1 square foot
in area. Since the investigation covéers

only unfinished mirrors 15 square feet in
area, aid due to the evidence on record

that smaller mirrors are sold at higher
prices, we determined that the smaller -
mirrors included in the TSUS item
would probably be at higher prices per
unit (square foot) than the large mirrors
under investigation.-Our sampling

- focused on the largest volumes per port’

- since there is a greater likelihood that
these larger shipments would include
mainly the products under investigation.

As for the respondents’ assertion that

we include all merchandise under 7‘SUS

itern numbers 544.11 through 544.41, we
find this to be an unreasonable request
since these TSUS numbem cover glass,

not mirrors. - -

Rcsmtknu'Comment ‘

B Rupondummgutlmtthew_“- '

should take into acoount the sharp -

_ appeaciation of the yen during the. pedod

of investigation'in mking exchange rate

" conversions.

DOC Response. We dlsngree See
Petitioner's Comment 3.

Respondents' Comment 5. .
Respondents argue that due to the -
affirmative preliminary determination
and a compeiling need shown by
respondents, the Department should
have postponed the final determination.

DOC Response. We disagree. If
exporters who account for a signifi cant
proportion of exports of the
merchandise under investigation
properly request an exteasion after.an .
affirmative preliminary determination, .

* we are required, absent compelling

reasons to the contrary, to grant the

- request. In this case, respondents were

granted nine additional weeks {i.e. until
our preliminary determinatian) to . -
respond to our questionnaire. Despite
repeated extensions, respondents failed
to provide either timely or adequate

information with respect to their United :

States and bome market sales. Indeed,
by September 8, 1988, the date of our.
preliminary determination, respondents
had indicated that no further home
market sales information would be

provided and, henceforth, third country

sales would be reported for use as

~ foreign market value. Based on the -

foregoing, we determined that it was

- -inappropriate to extend this final
" determination and that compelling

reasons existed which justified our ..
denial of respondents’ request. (See
Case History section of this notice.)

Continuation ef Suspenswn of
Liquidation

In accordance with section 733(d) of
- the Act, we are directing the United

States Customs Service to continue to .
auspend liquidation of all entries of
mirrors in stock sheet and lebr and end
sizes from Japan that are entered, or -
withdrawn from warehouse, for
consumiption, on or after-the date of

. publication of this notice in the Federal

Register. The United States Customs
Service shall require a cash deposit or
the posting of a bond equal to the . :
estimated weighted-average amount by

_ which the foreign market value of the

merchandise subject to this

investigation exceeds the United States .

price as shown in the table below. This
suspension of liquidation will remain in

effect until further notice.
* e - ;_v__..A-A k a
R . A - percent-
- age
Cortrst Giube o, Ao~ - 2zo 1 emew -

. .. 43409

- T
Merwtachses/ macecer/ expaie Sveiage

. age

Al Producers/Martachwen/Eponers .. .........4 - -S0S9

ITC Notification .
In accordance with section 735(d) of

the Act, we will notify the ITC of our

determination. In addition, we are -~
making available to thé ITC all

- nonprivileged and nonproprietary‘

information relating to this -
investigation. We will allow the lTC
access to all privileged-and proprietary
information in our files, provided the

- ITC confirms that {t will not disclose .
-such information, either publicly or

under an administrative protective -
order, without the written consent of the -
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration. ~

. The ITC will make ts determination
whether these imports are materially

* injuring, or are threatening material -

injury to a U.S. industry within 45 days - -
of the publication of this notice. Hf the

. ITC determines that material injury or

threat of material injury does not exist,
the proceeding will be terminated and
all securities posted as a result of
suspension of liquidation will be

" refunded or cancelled.

However, if the ITC determines that
such injury does exist, we will issue an

- antidumping duty order directing
. Customs officers to assess an

antidumping duty on mirrors in stock

.sheet and lehr end sizes from Japan

entered, or withdrawn from warehouse,

for consumption after the suspension of

liquidation, equal to the amount by
which the foreign market values exceeds
the United States price. .. -

This determination is being publuhed
pursuant to section 735(d) of the Act (m

. U.S.C.18734).

Paul Pmthnhq.
Assistont Secrsaary for Trade Adnumshnbau.

November ; 24, 1658,

(FR Doc. 88-27067 Filed ﬂ-m-&NSm]
SRLING CODE 3619-03-4

|A-471-001)

mmummswam
and Lehr End Sizes From Portugal,
Final Detsrmination of Sales st Less
Than Fair Value -

aoency: Intematioaal Trade- :
Adminutraﬂnn. hpon Admhxmnuon.

'mNodo& v e T
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SUMMARY: We have determined that .
mirrors in stock sheet and lehr end sizes
from Portugal are being, or are likely to
be, sold in the United States at less than
fair value. The United States
International Trade Commission (ITC)

- will determine, within 45 days of
publication of this notice, whether these
imports are materially injuring, or

_ threatening material injury to, a United
States industry. We have also directed
the U.S. Customs Service to continue to
suspend liquidation of all entries of
mirrors in stock sheet and lehr end sizes
from Portugal that are entered, or
withdrawn from warehouse, for
consumption, on or after the date of
publication of this notice, and to require
a cash deposit or bond for each entry in

. an amount equal to the estimated

" dumping margin as described in the

“Continuation of Suspension of

~ Liquidation” section of this notice.

EFFECTIVE DATE: December 2, 1986.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: .

Karen DiBenedetto (202-377-1778), or

Mary S. Clapp. (202-377-1769), Office of

‘Investigations, Import Administration,

International Trade Administration, U.S.

Department of Commerce, 14th Street

and Constitution Avenue NW.,’

Washington, DC 20230. ,

OUPPI.EIENTAL INFORHATION:

. l"inal Detemmahon

We have determined that mirrors in
stock sheet and lehr end sizes from’
Portugal are being, or are likely to be,
~ sold in the United States at less than fair
value as provided in section 735 of the
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (19
U.S.C. 1673d) (the Act). The wexghted-
average margins are shown in the
*Continuation of Suspension of
Liquidation” section of this notice.

Case History :

On April 1, 1988, we received a
petition in proper form filed by the
National Association of Mirror
Manufacturers, on behalf of the U.S.
industry producing mirrors in stock

.sheet and lehr end sizes. In compliance
‘with the filing requirements of section

CFR 353.36), the petition alleged that

imports of the subject merchandise from

'Portugal are being, or are likely to be, .
sold in the United States at less than fair

* value within the meaning of section 731 -

of the Act, and that these imports
materially injure, or threaten material
injury to, a U.S. industry. .

After reviewing the petition, we. .
determined that it contained sufficient
grounds upon which to initiate an
antidumping duty investigation. We
initiated the investigation on April 21,

1888 (51 FR 15937, April 29, 1886), and
notified the ITC of our action.

On May 16, 1988, the ITC found that
there is a reasonable indication that
imports of mirrors in stock sheet and
lehr end sizes from Portugal are
materially injuring a U.S. industry (U.S.
ITC Pub. No. 1850; May, 1986).

On May 20, 1986, we presented a
questionnaire to Abilio de Sousa, Filhos
and Ca., Limitada (Sobil), since we had
information indicating that they . .
accounted for virtually all of the exports
to the United States during the period of
investigation. An extension of time in
which to respond was granted, and, on
July 14, 1986, we received the narrative
version of the questionnaire response.
On July 17, 1988, we received the

- computer tape version of the responsé.

Since the responses were insufficient,
we sent a deficiency letter on August 12,
1988. On August 19, 1988, we received

- the supplemental response. On

September 8, 1986, we issued an

affirmative preliminary determination of

sales at less than fair value (51 FR 32508,
September 12, 1886). Our notice of the
preliminary determination provided
interested parties with an opportunity to
submit views orally or in writing. Based
upon a timely request, a public hearing -
was held on October 9, 1988. '

‘Scope of Investigation

The products covered by this

.investigation are unfinished glass

mirrors, made of any of the glass

. - described in TSUS items 541.11 through

544.41, 15 square feet or more in
reflecting area, which have not been
subjected to any finishing operation
such as bevelling, etching, edging, or
framing, currently classifiable in the -

- Tariff Schedules of the United States

Annotated (TSUSA) under item 544.5400.

We made comparisons on all of the - -

sales of the product during the penod of
investigation, August 1, 1985 through
January 31, 1988.

Fair Value Oomparisonn

To determine whether sales of the
subject merchandise in the United

. States were made at less than fair value,
353.36 of the Commerce Regulations (19

we compared the United States price -
with the foreign market value. :

United States Price

As provided in section 772(b) of the
Act, we used the purchase price of the
subject merchandise to represent the
United States price because the
merchandise was sold to unrelated U.S.
purchasers prior to its importation into
the United States.

We calculated the purchase price for
Sobil based on the F.O.B. price to
unrelated U.S. purchasers. We made -

deductions, where appropnate. for
discounts, port charges, frenght and
insurance.

Foreign Market Value

In accordance with section 773(a) of
the Act, we calculated foreign market
value based on delivered home market .
prices to unrelated purchasers since
there were sufficient sales of such or
similar merchandise. We made
deductions, where appropriate, for
freight and discounts. We made an
adjustment under section 353.15 of the
Commerce Regulations for differences in
circumstances of sale for credit
expenses. No home market packing
costs were reported. We added U.S.
packing to home market prices.

We compared identical {such) - )
merchandise sold in the home market to
the merchandise sold to the United
States in accordance with section
771(18)(A) of the Act.

We made currency conversions from
Portuguese escudos to U.S. dollars in
accordance with § 353.56(a) of our -
regulations, using the certified daily -
exchange rates furnished by the Federal -
Reserve Bank of New York.

Verification -

As prowded in section 776(a) of the
Act, we verified all information .

. provided by Sobil by using standard
-verification procedures, which included

on-site inspection of manufacturer’s
facilities and examination of relevant
sales and financial records of the
company.

Pehtioner’u Comments

Comment 1. Petitioner argues that the
Department is required to use sales of
identical merchandise as the basis for
foreign market value, where the quantity
of home market sales of such or similar
merchandise is sufficient to forman
adequate basis for comparison.

DOC Response. We agree. We
determined that there were sufficient
home market-sales of such or similar

“J

merchandise to form an adequate basis . -

for determining foreign market value.
After determining that there is a viable
home market, we then determine which
product among such or similar products
is the most similar. There were sales of
identical merchandise in the home
market. Since the statutory preference is
for comparisons of identical {such)
merchandise, we compare these to the
U.S, sales, absent evidence that they are
not in the normal course of trade. .
Comment 2. Petitioner claimg that the

. Department failed to adjust the prices of -

similar merchandise to account

.. sufficiently for phyasical dlfferenceo.for :
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DOC Resporise. Since we dld not use’
similar merchandise in our coupansom
for this determination, the issue is moot

Comment 3. Petitioner claims that the
Department is required to use a daily
exchange rate when comparing the
foreign market value to 11.S. sales on
dates where daily rates exist. '

DOCResponse.Weagreemdused

the apprapriate exchange rates forour - .
comparisons. Because the exchange tate .
on the date of purchase varied by more
than five percent from the quarterly rate,

-lTCNotlﬁution

we used the daily rate as certified by the
Federal Reserve Bank of New Yark. The..
special rule of § 353.56(b} of the.
Department’s regulatiens does not
apply. : .
Comment 4. Petitioner claims: that the
Department properly disallowed Sobil’s
claimed credit expenses since the terms
of sale were not adequately explained.
DOC Response. We disagree. See our
response to Respondent's Comnentz. .

Respondent’s Comments
Camment 1. Respondent claims that

the Department was correct in using the

quarterly exchange rates for a’ll
comparisons.. - :
DOC Respoase. See our response to
Petitioner's Comment 3. - -
Comument 2. Respondent claims that
the Department should allow Sobil's
deduction for home market credit -
expense since it has been verified. -
DOC Response. We agree. We -
verified ‘the credit termrs and indiréct
charges telated to the methodof -

made an adjustment for differences i‘n
credit expenses under § 353.15 of ﬁm
Commerce Regulations.’

Comment 3. Resporident claims that

the Department was correctin tm:ludmg
- “pimilar®™

wmerchandise in- &e bome -

market in our comparisons. - -

-DOC Respense. W : See our
response to ‘Pehuoner‘s Commem l =

. Continuation of Suspension of

Liquidation

In accordance with section 733(d) of
the Act, we are directing the U.S.
Customs Service to continue to suspend
liquidation of all entries of mirrars in
stock sheet @nd lehr end sizes from
Portugal that are entered, or withdrawn'
from warehouseé, for consumption.” on or
after the date of publication of this
notice tn the Federal Register. The US.
Customs Service shall require a cash

" proprietary information im our files, .
" provided the ITC confirms that it. will. -
- not disclose such information, either -

: invesﬁgahou exceeds the Unlted Statet :

price as shown In the table below. This
suspension of liquidation will remain in

.effect unhl further notice. -
\articturw /Prodos/Egoner - | —t
. ', .
* .
Abiko ds Sousa, Filhos mnd Ca. Limitads ... 1758
Al other Mamufachren/Producen/Emonins.. | 1188

In accordance with section 735(d) of

" the Act, we will notify the [ITCofowr
" determination. kn addition, we are .

making available to the ITC all

nonprivileged and noaproprietary -
information relating to this

" investigation. We will allow the ITC .

access to all privileged and business

publicly or under an administrative

.protective order, without the written

consent of the Deputy Assistant .

" Secretary for Impert Adminiatration.

- The ITC will make its determination |
whether these imports materially injure,

-or threaten material injusy to,a U.S. -

industry within 45 days of publication of.
this notice. If the ITC determines that

- material injury or threat of material - - .
_ injury does not exist, the proceeding will

be termnmtednndanummmpouhd

" . as aresult of the suspensionof =~ = >
payment in the home market and have = '

liquidation will be refunded or-
cancelled. s s

Howaver. if the ITC determines ﬂmt

- such injury does exist, we will igsue an

antidumping duty order.directing

.- Customs officers to assessan. .. .. . ..
- antld\mphxgdmyoamnmuindoeb
-ahealandlehendshesfmm?ortngal
- entered, ar. wﬂhdrawn&mwamhm. .
- for consumption after the suspension of

liquidation, equal to the amount by

.. which the foreign market value exceeds

the United States price.

This determination is being published
pursuant to section 735(d) of the Act (19
U.S.C. 1673d(d)).

Paul heodenber; .

Assistant Secretary for- deeAdaummnon.
November 24, 1886.

{FR Doc. 88-27083 Fited 12—01-&0:48 am]
SiLLING COOE 3310-00-8
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determination and that if we comlnmb . - thee estimated weighted-average amount -

inchude similar merchandise in oo - - by which the foreign market valne ul the N‘”m m in Stock M
comparisons, we should recalcnlm ﬁ!e""’ “merchandise subject to this - and Lehr End $izes From the United

Kmdommommofm
atless Than FalrValue . -

AGENCY: htemmoml deo .
Administretion, lmpoﬂMmimstmtm
Commerce." )

ACTION: Notice. -

SUMMARY: We have determined that -
mirrors in stock sheet and lehr end sizes
from the United Kingdom are being. or - .
are likely to be, sold in the United States .

" at less than fair value. We have notified

the U.S. International Trade
Commission (ITC) of our determination.

. - We have also directed the U.S. Customs
- Service to eontinre to suspend .
" liquidation of all entries of mirrors in .
‘stock sheet and lehr end sizes from the -

United Kingdom that are entered, or: - -
withdrawn from warehouee, for -. .
consumption. on or after the date of
publication of this notice, and to require
a cash depesit or bond for each entry in -
an amount equal to the estimated

- - dumping margins as described in the o
- “Contmuam of Suspensionof )
- Liquidation” section of this nohee. .

EFFECTIVE DATE: December 2, 1886.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: -

- Raymond G. Busen, [202-377-3464) or

Mary S. Clapp, [202-377-1788), Office of
Investigations. Import Administration. '

. International Trade Administration, U.S.

Department of Commerce, 14th Street
and Constitution Avenue, NW.,,

- Washington, DC 20230. .

SUPPLEMENTAL mnon:
_Final Dctannmﬂnn

Wehmdemﬂned&atmmnin
stock sheet and lehr end sizes from the
Kingdom are being. or are likely - -
to be, sold in the United States atless - :
than fair value as provided in section :
735 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended
(IOU.S.C.W(&eM)The .
- wilightad-avesage shownin - .
the’wunnof&upenslond -

uqmwmduum:m e

On Apnl 1, 1888, we recelved a
petition in proper form filed by the
National Association of Mirror
Manufacturers, on behalf of the US.
industry producing mirrors in stock
sheet and lehr end sizes. In compliance
with the filing requirements of § 359.38
of the Commerce Regulations {19 CFR
353.38), the petition alleged that imports
of the subject merchandise from the
United Kingdom are being, or are likely -
to.be, s01d in the United States atless -
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than fair value within the meaning of
section 731 of the Act, and that these
imports materially injure, -or threaten
-matsrial injury to, a U.S. industry.

After reviewing the petition, we -
determined that it contained sufficient
grounds upon which to initiate an
antidumping duty investigation. We
initiated the investigation on April 21,
1986 (51 FR 15937, April 29, 1888), and
notified the ITC of our action.

On May 18, 1986, the ITC found that
there is a reasonable indication that
imports of mirrors in stock sheet and
lehr end sizes from the United Kingdom
are materially injuring a U.S. industry
(U.S. ITC Pub. No. 1850; May, 19868).

On June 4, 1986, we presented
questionnaires to Solaglas Coventry,
Ltd. (Solaglas) and Bowman Webber,

Ltd. (Bowman Webber). An extension of .

time in which to respond was granted,
:and, on July 14 and July 17, 1886,
respectively, we received incomplete
responses from Solaglas and Bowman
Webber. We requested supplemental
information from the respondents, and
Solaglas responded on July 29 and
August 26, 1986. Bowman Webber
submitted its supplemental information
on August 5 and August 22, 1988.

On September 8, 1988, we issued an
affirmative preliminary determination of
~ sales at less than fair value {51 FR 32510,
* September 12, 1988). Our preliminary

determination notice provided -

interested parties with an opportumty to

submit views orally or in writing.
Accordingly, we held a public hearing
on October 17, 1986.

Scope of Investigation:

The products covered by this
inveshgatlon are unfinished glass
mirrors, made of any of the glass
described in TSUS items 541.11 through
544.41, 15 square feet or.more in
reflecting area, which have not been
subjected to any finishing operation

_such as bevelling, etching, edging, or
framing, currently classifiable in the
Tariff Schedules of the United States
Annotated (TSUSA) under item 544.5400.

We made comparisons on virtually all

.of the sales of the product during the
period of investigation, November 1,
1985 through April 30, 1986.

Fan' Value Comparisons

' To determine whether sales of the
subject merchandise in the United
States were made at less than fair value,
we compared the United States price
- with the foreign market value.

United States Price

As provided in section 772(b) ol‘ the
Act, we used the purchase price of the
aubtect merchandise'to represent the

-+ United Stétes price because the -~
merchandise was sold to unrelated U.S.

purchasers prior to its importation. We
calculated purchase price based on the
FOB, CIF, or free delivered, duty paid
packed prices. We made deductions for
brokerage charges and foreign inland
freight. Where appropriate, we also

- made deductions for ocean freight,
. marine insurance, and U.S. duty. For

Solaglas, we also made a deduction,
where appropriate, for demurrage. For
Bowman Webber, we also made a
deduction, where appropriate, for U S. -
inland freight.

Foreign Market Value

In accordance with-section
773{a)(1)(A) of the Act, we based forelgn
market value on home market prices
since there were sufficient sales in the .
home market. We made appropriate
deductions from delivered prices to
unrelated purchasers for freight,

. insurance, and discounts. In accordance

with § 353.15 of Commerce's Regulations
{19 CFR 353.15), we also made an
adjustment for differences in -

. circumstances of sale for credit terms, -

advertising expenses and warranty
expenses. For Solaglas, we also made an
adjustment for commissions in the two
markets. For Bowman Webber, where
we had commissions in only one market,
we made ad]ustments for the differences
in commissions in the appllcable market
and indirect selling expenses in the

. other market, used as an offset to the '

commissions, in accordance with

- § 353.15(c) of Commerce's Regulaﬂofxa. .
We-deducted home market packmg and

added U.S. packing. -

We made comparisons of “such or -
similar” merchandise based on a
consideration of grade, thickness, and

‘color of the particular mirrors involved.

We disallowed Bowman Webber's

.and Solaglas ad]ustment claims for
" currency conversion and exchange rate

fluctuations because the respondents
did not meet the criteria set forth in

§ 353.56(b) of Commerce's Regulations.
Pursuant to § 353.56 of Commerce's
Regulahona. we made currency
conversions at the rates cemﬁed by the

- Pederal Reserve Bank.

We also disallowed Bowman
Webber's and Solaglas’ claims fora’
level of trade adjustment because they -

"did not show that gelling expenses -

incurred on U.S. sales would have been
incurred in the home market had such-
sales existed there, nor did they
demonstrate and quantify the effect on

prices in the relevant markets.

Verification

As provided in section 776(&] of the
Act, we verified all information

* provided by the respondents by using

standard verification procedures, which
included on-site inspection of
manufacturer’s facilities and
examination of relevant sales and
financial records of the company.

- Petitioner’s Comments

Petitioner's Comment 1. Petitioner
argues that Solaglas should not be )
allowed a level of trade adjustment for
sales to its U.S. agent because the
agreement by which Solaglas sold at a
lesser pricé to its U.S. agent was merely
an arms-length price negotiation with an

" inditvidual customer. Petitioner further

argues that Solaglas has inadequately
quantified the adjustment by basing the
adjustment on alleged price concessions

" - which account for different factors than

just alleged selling expenses.
DOC Position. We agree. See DOC

. Position to Solaglas Comment 1.

Petitioner's Comment 2. Petitioner
argues that Bowman Webber should not
be allowed a level of trade adjustment
on sales to its U.S. distributor because
respondent did not adequately quantify -
its claims.

DOC Position. We agree. See DOC

'Position to Bowman Webber Comment

Petitioner's Comment 3. Petitioner

-argues that we should disallow Bowman

Webber's and Solaglas’ claim for the
application of the 90-day lag rule for
currency conversion because there has

_been a sustained change in the

exchange rate.

DOC Position. We agree. See DOC
Position to Bowman Webber Commenl 2
and Solaglas Comment 3. o

Petitioner’s Comment 4. Petitioner -
argues that we should disallow Solaglas’
claimed adjustment for bad debt
expense because the expense is not
directly related to the salea under

" investigation.

DOC Position. We agree. See DOC
Position to Solaglas Comment 2.

Petitioner's Comment 5. Petitioner
argues that the Department should .

* disregard Solaglas’ sales to related

parties because the sales were at lower
prices than those to unrelated :

' purchasers

DOC Position. We agree. See DOC
Position to Solaglas Comment 4. '

Petitioner's Comment 6. Petitioner
argues that the Department should not
allow Solaglas’ claimed circumstance of
sale adjustment for advertising
expenses because the claims were not
adequately documented.

DOC Position. We disagree.
Advertising expenses were verified to
be attributable to subsequent resales of
the merchandise and were, therefore,
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determined io be directly related to the .

sales under consideration.

Petitioner’'s Comment 7, Petitioner
argues that the Department should not
allow the Verified home market cash
discount amount because the amount
was different than what was reported in
Solaglas’ original response.

DOC Position. We disagree. The v
purpose of the Department's verification
process is to establish the validity of the
questionnaire response. When we find
that a claim is justified but the amount
differs from that reported, we use the
verified amount. Therefore, for purposes
of this final determination, we adjusted
Solaglas’ home market discount claim to
correspond to the verified amount.

Petitioner's Comment 8, Petitioner
argues that the Department did not
verify Bowman Webber’s claim that
certain invoices sold in 100-inch widths
were lehr end rather than stock sheet
sizes.

DOC Position. We disagree. We
verified this item as noted below in
DOC Position to Bowman Webber
Comment 3. ’

Respondents’ Comments

Bowman Webber Comment 1.
Bowman Webber argues that its home
market sales and its one sale to its
exclusive U.S. distributor were at
different levels of trade. Therefore, an

adjustment equivalent to at least the - .

home market indirect selling expenses is
necessary to compare home market
sales with this sale. Bowman Webber
argues that by shifting the role of
national distributor from itself to the .
distributor, it also shifted the burden of
indirect sales expenses necessary to sell
to U.S. wholesalers and mirror -
manufacturers. As an alternative to the
claimed level of trade adjustment,
Bowman Webber asks that the
Department make an equivalent
adjustment as a cost-justified quantity
discount because of the quantity
differences between home market sales
and the particular sale. Bowman -
Webber argues that it incurred indirect .
selling costs on direct sales to
wholesalers and mirror processors in
the United States when it acted as U.S.
national distributor, but these expenses
were not incurred on the sale to its
distributor, thus justifying a lower price.
Therefore, if a level of trade adjustment

is disallowed, we should make a special

quantity discount adjustment reflecting
the very large size of this one sale:

DOC Response. We disagree. We
disallowed the level of trade adjustment
because respondent did not show that
selling expenses incurred on U.S. sales
would have been incurred in the home
market had there been sales at the same

{evel of trade in that market. With

regard to the claim for an adjustment for .
quantity discount, an analysis of home .

market sales indicated that Bowman
Webber did not have any sales of this
size in the home market. Therefore, we
could not quantify any adjustment for
this sale. Therefore, we did not sllow
the additional quantity discount |
adjustment beyond those already
granted on home market sales.
Bowman Webber Comment 2.
Bowman Webber argues that the

Department should apply the 80-day lag

rule for currency conversion purposes.
Bowman Webber argues that since the
value of the dollar declined significantly
against the pound sterling during the
fourth quarter of 1985, a fluctuation
which was not predicted at the time,
U.S. sales during November and
December 1985 should be compared to
home market sales prices based upon
the exchange rates in effect during the
third quarter of 1985, when the U.S.
prices were quoted.

DOC Response. We disagree. The
exchange rate change at issue has been
a sustained one, rather than a temporary
one. Bowman Webber has stated that,
consistent with industry practice, it
revises its prices once or twice a year.
Since Bowman Webber did not revise
its U.S. prices during the period of

‘investigation to take into account the

sustained increase in the value of the
pound, we have disallowed the claim
and used certified daily exchange rates
furnished by the Federal Reserve Bank
of New York, in accordance with
§ 353.56 of our regulations.

Bowman Webber Comment 3.
Bowman Webber contends that sales of

. certain lehr end sizes to the U.S. market

were improperly categorized as stock
sheet and were, therefore, incorrectly
compared to home market sales of stock
sheet. )

DOC Response. We agree.
Verification indicated that the sales
were lehr end sizes and proper
comparisons have been made for this
final determination.

Bowman Webber Comment 4.
Bowman Webber argues that sales of
peach colored mirrors in the home
market are too small to provide an
adequate comparison for sales to the
U.S. Therefore, the Department should
compare U.S. sales of peach colored

~ mirrors to sales in a third country.

DOC Position. We disagree. We
determined that there were sufficient
sales of the subject merchandise in the

for determining foreign market value.

After determining that there is a viable
home market, we then determine which
product among such or similar products

is the most similar. There were sales of
peach mirrors, which constitute

identical merchandise, in the home
market. Therefore, we compared sales of
peach mirrors in both markets. -

Bowman Webber Comment 5.
Bowman Webber states that it cancelled
one sale to a U.S. customer because the
customer was not able to receive the
merchandise. The merchandise was then
sold to a different customer at a lower
price. Bowman Webber argues that the
original higher-priced sale should be
used when making a comparison to
foreign market value.

DOC PFosition. We disagree. We
consider the first transaction to be a
cancelled sale and the second
transaction to be the actual completed
sale. Therefore, we have used the later
transaction in our computations.

Solaglas Comment 1. Solaglas argues
that it should be allowed a level of trade
adjustment on its sales to its exclusive
U.S. distributor. Solaglas argues that the
distributor sells to and services
Solaglas' customers in the U.S. market in
the same.manner that Solaglas’
previously interacted with U.S.

" customers and which it now sells to and

services its home market customers.
Therefore, since the distributor performs
the functions which Solaglas previously
perfarmed prior to its arrangement with
the distributor, Solaglas contends that a
level of trade adjustment is warranted
which would account for the price
allowance to the distributor.
Alternatively, if we do not allow the
level of trade adjustment, Solaglas
argues that the price differential can be
considered as a commission and offset
against home market mdxrect selling
expenses.

DOC Position. We dxaagree We have
disallowed the level of trade adjustment
claim because Solaglas has not - -
demonstrated that selling expenses of at
least an amount which was claimed to
have been incurred on sales to the
United States would also have been
incurred in the home market had sales
at the same level of trade existed there
Furthermore, relative to respondent's
suggestion that we treat the price
differential as a commission and offset
the differential with home market
indirect selling expenses, we consider
selling at a reduced price, or ata
discount, to be a change in price and no

" acommission.

Solaglas Comment 2. Solaglas argues

_ that the Department erred in its
home market to form an adequate basis -

preliminary determination by not
adjusting foreign market value for
claimed bad debt expense. The
Department did not make the
adjustment on the grounds that Solaglas
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did not show that the expense was
directly related to the sales under
consideration. Solaglas argues that it
has met the statutory circumstance of
sale requirements because (1) the bad
debt arose from sales during the period
of investigation, (2) the company to
which the sales were made became
insolvent during the period of
investigation, and {3) Solaglas wrote off
the bad debt during the same period.

DOC Position. We disagree. We
consider bad debt, by its very nature, to
be an indirect selling expense since,
under generally accepted accounting
principles, bad debt is recovered over
time by future price increases.

Solaglas Comment 3. Solaglas argues
that the Department should implement
the 80-day lag rule because of the
increase in the value of the pound in
relation to the doHar during the
November 1985-April 1986 period of
investigation. Solaglas argues that the
pound appreciated but not in any
consistent manner which would have
allowed Solaglas to price its product
anticipstmg the appreciation of the
pound.

DOC Position. We dmagee Although
Solaglas stopped selling to the United

States late in the investigation period, it

did not change its prices until May 1988,
which was after the period of
investigation. During this period, the
pound steadily appreciated. Since
Solaglas made no attempt to adjust its
prices dunng this period to reflect the
steady increase in-the value of the
pound, we do not believe it is
appropriate to make any adjustments for
sustained currency flucteations.
Therefore, we have used the certified
daily exchange rates furnished by the "
Federal Reserve Bank of New York, in
accordance with ! 353.56 of our
regulations.

Solaglas Comment 4. Selaglas argues
that the Department's preliminary
determination improperly disregarded
home market sales to related parties
when it calculated foreign market value.
Solaglas contends that the related sales
are arms-length transactions because
related and unrelated purchasers buy
from the same price list and are eligible
_ for the same discounts as unrelated
purchasers.

DOC Position. We disagree.
Verification showed that related
purchasers receive a lower price on
some sales than do unrelated
purchasers. Therefore, the sales to
related purchasers were not arms-length
transactions and were disregarded for
purposes of this determination.

Solaglas Cemment 5. Solaglas 'aréups :

that the Department’s preliminary

determination fdiled to adjust foreign
market value to allow for differences in
prices in-the United States and the home
market due to dnﬂ'emnceo in qulntmes
sold in the two markets.’

DOC Position. We determined that
Solaglas sells to the United States in 18
ton loads and in the home market in
various quantities at various prices
based on 18 ton loads. However, an
analysis of Solaglas’ home market sales
indicated that it did not strictly adhere
to its home market price lists.
Accordingly, we were unable to

- determine the quantity discount

adjustment amount, if any, to be applied
to home market sales. Therefore, we
used the actual net selling prices
reported by Solaglas.

Solaglas Comment 6. Solaglas
contends that verification showed that
expenses claimed for home market
advertising and commissions, which
were disallowed in the preliminary
determination, did in fact exist and were
directly related to Solaglas’ home
market sales during the period of
investigation.

DOC Position. We agree and, in
accordance with § 353.16 of Commerce's
Regulations, have adjusted foreign :
market value to account for the claimed
expenses.

Continuation of Suspension of

Liquidation

In accordance with section 733(d) of
the Act, we are directing the U.S.
Customs Service to continue to suspend
liquidation of all entries of mirrors in
stock sheet and lehr end sizes from the
United Kingdom that are entered, or
withdrawn from warehouse, for -

- consumptlion, on or after the date of

publication of this notice in the Federal
Register. The U.S. Customs service shall
require a cash deposit or the posting of a
bond equal to the estimated weighted-
average amount by which the foreign
market value of the merchandise subject
to this investigation exceeds the United
States price as shown in the table
below. This suspension of liquidation
will remain in effect until further notice.

. : )

N " average

¥ e awrgn

. pevcert-

Qe
B bber, Ld 1832
Solagias Coventry, Ld 435
ITC Notification

* In accordance with section 735(d) of

theMt.wewﬂlmtifytheﬂ;Cdour

-determination. In addition, we are

making available to the ITC all
nonprivileged and nonproprietary
information relating to this -
investigation. We will allow the ITC
access to all privileged and business
proprietary information in our files,
provided the ITC confirms that it will
not disclose such information, either
publicly or under an administrative
protective order, without the written'
consent of the Deputy Assistant

. Secretary for Import Administration.

The ITC will make its determination
whether these imports materially injure,
or threaten material injury to, a U.S. :
industry within 45 days of publication of
this notice. If the ITC determines that
material injury or threat of material
injury does not exist, thé proceeding will
be terminated and all securities posted-
as a result of the suspension of
liquidation will be refunded or
cancelled.

However, if the ITC determines that
such injury does exist, we will issue an
antidumping duty order directing
Customs officers to assess an
antidumping duty on mirrors in stock
sheet and lehr end sizes from the United
Kingdom entered, or withdrawn from -
warehouse, for consumption on or after
the date of suspension of liquidation,
equal to the amount by which the
foreign market value of the merchandise
exceeds the United States price.

This determination is being published
pursuant {0 section 735{d) of the Act (19
U.S.C. 1673d(d)).

Pl Presdenberg, : -
Assistant Secretary for Trade Administration.

"November 24, 1968.
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